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I REMARKS 
f - 

Applicant has carefully studied the Office Action of 04 November 2003 and offers the 
following remarks to accompany the above amendments. Applicant requests entry of the present 
amendments after final on the grounds that they simplify the issues before the Patent Office. 

Claims 1-23 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1|03 as being unpatentable over Snyder in 
view of Honda. • Applicant respectfully traverses in li^ht of the amendments presented herein. 
For the Patent (Office to establish prima facie obviousness, the Patent Office must show where 

f i 

each and every claim element is located in the references. MPEP § 2143.03. If the Patent Office 
cannot show wliere a claim element is located, the Applicant is entitled to a patent. 

Applicant herein amends claims 1; 12, and 23 [io include part of the subject matter of 
claims 3 and 14f. Claims 3 and 14 are amended to conform to the amendments to the underlying 

f! i 
s 1 and 12, respectively. Applicant further amends claims 9, 1 1, 20, and 22 

into independent form. The scope of these claims hasjnot changed and no new matter is 

introduced. Original claim 24 was an independent claim for which Applicant has already paid. 

Thus, the present amendment adds three dew independent claims for which payment is required. 

Applicant hereiji includes a credit card payment coveting the three new independent claims. 

TurningSnow to amended claims l£ 12, and 23,jthe Patent Office, with respect to claims 3 
and 14, indicated that Snvder teaches thathhe content is accessed by sending a request to a 
content provider and points to Snyder, col. 5, lines 16^19, Applicant respectfully traverses this 
assertion. Snydbr, col. 5 3 lines 16-19 states: "In various modes of operation permitted by control 
station 18, different messages miiy be delivered in different types of vehicles for the same points 
of interest 16." jj While the passage does send differentitypes of messages for different types of 
vehicles, nothinjg in this passage suggests '^hat this distinction is made on the basis of a request. 
Further, nothing in this passage suggests there is "a request to a content provider within the 

locality " J|ince the references individually do not teach or suggest the element, the 

combination of Preferences does rot teach pr suggest tfie element. Since the combination of 
references does {not teach or suggest the element, the Patent Office has not established prima 
facie obviousness, and the claim:.; are allowable over tile rejection of record. 

Claims $-8 and 10 and claims 13-19 and 21 depend from allowable claims 1 and 12 and 
thus are also in p. condition for allowances 
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Claims © and 20 have been rewritten in independent form. The Patent Office, in its 

S ■' f 

analysis of clar&is 9 and 20, pointed to Honda, col, 9 S lines 61-63 for the step of accessing a 

profile and criteria within the profile beirig used to identify the type of content to access. Honda, 

col. 9, lines 61-153 states 'while repeating the exchange of the information, the information will 

1 i. 
be received by ji user who has interest in the special sale information." Nothing in this passage 

*<. • ,i 

indicates that tljere is a profile as recited in the claim, [ Further, there is nothing in this passage 

that indicates tliat content is accessed from the content providers "based on criteria within the 

profile such that the criteria further identified a type of content to access . . as recited in the 

claim. What thjis passage; states is that by: spreading the word through the automatic information 

transfer (analogized to a word-bl -mouth communication), the information will eventually reach 

someone who is interested in the sale. However, this is still not a teaching or suggestion of a 

\ I 
profile. Nothinjg in Snyder teaches or suggests the recited profile and its use. Since the 

references individually do not teach or suggest the recited claim element, the references in 

combination catanot teac!i or suggest the recited claim element. Since the combination of 

references does not teach or suggest the dlaim element, the Patent Office has not established 

\ 1 
prima facie obviousness with respect to the claims and, Applicant is entitled to a patent. 

I ii ' : 

Claims il 1 and 22 have been rewritten in independent form. The Patent Office, in its 

analysis of clailns 1 1 and 22, points to Honda, col. 1^ lines 40-46 as teaching the zone of 

acceptance around the mobile tenninal and further stating that "the subscriber's location based 

on GPS and th£ subscriber's location inherently includes a zone of acceptance around the mobile 

terminal . . . <" [ Applicar-t traverses this assertion. For the Patent Office to maintain that 

I j! ' M 

something is irflierent, the element must r^ecessarily b.e present for the reference to operate. 

MPEP § 21 12. [ Honda, col, 1, lines 40-46 recites: , [ 

the moftile object CR1 collects data as to the [present position and time from the 
GPS (Global Positioning System), apparatus GrPl during its running, and based on 
the datss the running locus (course of travel) until the present time, the average 
speed, tpie elapsed tiine^ the degree of traffic Congestion and the like on the course 
are storbd in the memory MM1 as traffic information message MS 1, 

Nothing in thisj passage necessarily requires a zone of acceptance. The presence or absence of a 
position detector 25 doea not necessitate a zone of acceptance. Further, no one of ordinary skill 

i i < I ! 

I r | i 

in the art woul£ interpret a mer,e position]! detector as- a "zone of acceptance" as that term is used 
herein (see specification, page 9 , lines 5-20). At besjt- the position detector would provide a 
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positional point, which is not within any reasonable definition of the term "zone." Nor would it 
be possible to dietennine if a point overlaps any portion of the locality as recited in the claim. In 
an event, the position detector of the reference does not teach or suggest "defining a zone of 
acceptance aro^ind the mobile terminal and . . > determining if the zone of acceptance overlaps 
any portion of |he locality." To this extent, the references do not show the claim element. Since 
the references individually do not show the claim element, the combination of references cannot 
teach or suggest the claim element Since the claim element is not taught or suggested by the 
combination o^ references, the Patent Office has not established prima facie obviousness and the 
claims are in a Condition for allowance, j 

Applicant requests reconsideration of the rejection in light of the amendments and 
remarks presented herein. Specifically, tie combination of references does not teach or suggest 
all the claim elements ard thusiihe claim 5 are allowable. Applicant earnestly solicits claim 
allowance at tbb Examiner's earliest convenience. 

Respectfully submitted, 

I 
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